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DOCKET NO. gffgfe&6-riN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
CITY OF MONTICELLO, 
Plaintiff/Respondant 
vs. 
LEE CHRISTENSEN, 
Defendant/Appellant 
Case No. 880666 CA 
Priority No. 
PETITION FOR REHEARING 
Petition for Rehearing on Petition for Writ of Mandamus 
filed November 25,1988 
in the Utah Court of Appeals, 
and denied December 27, 1988 
LILE ANDERSON, Attorney 
for the City of Monticello 
Respondant 
P. 0. Box 275 
Monticello, Utah 84535 
LEE CHRISTENSEN, pro se 
Appellant 
225 Hwy 30 East 
Evanston, Wyoming 
-mailing-
c/o Norman Christensen 
965 South 15th East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 8^105 
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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
CITY OF MONTICELLO, 
Plaintiff 
V. 
LEE CHRISTENSEN, 
Defendant 
Comes now the defendant pursuant to Rule 35 of the Rules 
of the Utah Court of Appeals, to petition the Court for re-
hearing on the matter of the defendant's Petition for Writ of 
Mandamus. The defendant, states that the Court may have mis-
interpeted the cause of said action, and feels that the issue 
should be reheard, to effect justice in this matter. 
The issues and facts relating to said rehearing are here 
with attached, as well as the reasons for said Petition. 
Dated this 4th day of January, 198 9. 
Respectfully submitted. 
Lee Christensen, pro se 
PETITION FOR REHEARING 
Case No. 880666-CA 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
1. The Court of Appeals did remand the case to the lower Court 
for the limited purpose of deciding the impecuniousity of the 
defendant. 
2. The Circuit Court did issue an order in Supplemental Proceeding. 
3. The defendant did file an objection to the form of the Order, 
as it was an improper Order. 
4. The Circuit Court did ammend itfs Order, but re-issued it in 
the same form. 
5. The defendant did Move the Court to set aside said Order as 
it was an improper form. 
6. The Court did refuse to set aside it's Order. 
7. The defendant did file an interlocatory Appeal of said Order. 
8. The Circuit Court did not hand up the Appeal. 
9. The defendant did Petition this Court for writ of Mandamus 
requiring the Lower Court to hand up said appeal. 
10. This Court did deny said Writ, stating no reason, and Award 
Costs. 
STATEMENT OF AUTHORITY 
This petition is made pursuant to Rule 35, of the Rules 
of the Utah Court of Appeals, and is timely made. 
CERTIFICATION OF REASON 
This Petition is made to effect a rehearing on the issue 
of Writ of Mandamus, and is made because Defendant , beleives 
that the Court may have misapprehended the issue involved. It 
is not made for the purpose of delay, and should not be construed 
as such. 
STATEMENT OF ISSUES 
1. The lower Court, the Twelth (now Seventh) Circuit Court, the 
honorable Bruce K. Halliday, erred in not handing up the appeal 
of said Judge's Order in Supplemental Proceedings. 
2. The lower Court can not by it's own Motion decide whether or 
not the Appeal has merit, because, the Lower Court, becomes an 
interested party, at the point when the appeal is filed. 
3. There is no authority for costs to be awarded to either party 
in a criminal case, pursuant to Rule 34(a) of the Rules of the 
Utah Court of Appeals. 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I, certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
Petition, as well as all of it's attachments was sent to the 
opposing counsel, by depositing same in the U. S. Mail, postage 
pre-paid, and addressing same to: 
Lyle Andersen 
P. 0. Box 275 
Monticello, Utah 84535 
-ft n-RQ. 
